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FR013–1 MOX Approach

To demonstrate the United States’ commitment to the objectives of the Joint
Statement by the President of the Russian Federation and the President of
the United States of America on Non-proliferation of Weapons of Mass
Destruction and the Means of Their Delivery, President Clinton, in
January 1994, declared fissile materials, including 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium,
to be surplus to U.S. nuclear defense needs.  The way in which DOE
determined the specific plutonium to be declared surplus is different from the
way in which DOE determines how buildings, facilities and equipment are
surplus.  DOE’s methods for determining excess or surplus property is not
within the scope of this SPD EIS.

The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel
that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective value of the
MOX fuel fabrication cost exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced,
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.  Financial
considerations are part of the decisionmaking process; however, this EIS
does not address cost issues.  Rather, it evaluates the potential health, safety
and environmental impacts of the proposed activities.  Cost considerations
are discussed in Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998).  This
report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related
Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which
covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative,
are available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public
reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

FR013–2 Cost

As shown in the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998),
it is expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization
and MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only
approach.  However, pursuing the hybrid approach provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
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either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FR013–1.

FR013–3 Waste Management

DOE has evaluated waste management in this SPD EIS.  As shown in
Appendix H and Chapter 4 of Volume I, some additional waste would be
generated if DOE decides to convert 33 t (36 tons) of the surplus plutonium
to MOX fuel versus immobilizing all of the plutonium.  This can be seen by
comparing Alternative 2 at Hanford (17 t [19 tons] immobilized and 33 t
[36 tons] fabricated into MOX fuel) to Alternative 11A (all 50 t [55 tons]
immobilized) or Alternative 3 at SRS to Alternative 12A in Section 2.18.  These
potential impacts will be considered in DOE’s decision, along with other
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

FR013–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has not made or announced decisions that would prejudice the outcome
of the NEPA process.  DOE has indicated its preference of implementing the
hybrid approach to surplus plutonium disposition and locating the three
proposed facilities at SRS.  However, decisions will be announced in the
ROD, and will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  As
explained in Section 2.1.3, a contract was awarded to DCS to design, request
a license, construct, operate and eventually deactivate the MOX facility, and
provide the reactors to irradiate the MOX fuel based on a competitive
procurement that included evaluation of environmental impacts.  The contract
stipulates that there would be no construction, fabrication, or irradiation of
MOX fuel until the SPD EIS ROD is issued.  Such site-specific activities
would depend on decisions in the ROD, and according to the Request for
Proposals, DOE’s exercise of contract options to allow such activities would
be contingent on the ROD.
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FR013–5 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning NRC policies.
However, DOE has no authority in matters pertaining to NRC’s policies
and practices.

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy.  DOE has conducted public
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations to engender
a high level of public dialogue on the program.  With respect to the reactor
sites, DOE prepared a Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS that included, among
other topics, reactor-specific information that was not available when the
SPD Draft EIS was distributed for public review.  Efforts were made to contact
persons living near the selected reactor sites and inform them of the proposed
use of MOX fuel.  The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who
requested it as well as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan
(i.e., Congressional representatives, State and local officials and agencies,
and public interest groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact
lists.  The utilities, Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would
operate the proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Virginia) should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD.
For those interested parties who could not attend the hearing on the
Supplement that was held in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, DOE
provided various other means for the public to express their concerns and
provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site.  It is DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of national
and international importance.

FR013–6 Human Health Risk

As discussed in Section 4.28, the increase in risk to the general public and
workers associated with the use of MOX fuel is expected to be small.  No
additional LCFs would be expected from the use of MOX fuel under normal
operations at the proposed reactors.  The dose to the general public from the
continued safe operation of these reactors, regardless of whether MOX fuel
is being used, is a very small fraction of natural background radiation and is
not expected to result in any additional LCFs in the surrounding communities.
In the case of reactor accidents analyzed in Section 4.28, there is a small
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increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant accident
(the limiting design basis accident).  The largest increase in risk for severe
(beyond-design-basis) accidents is approximately 14 percent for an interfacing
systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna.  Both of these accidents
have an extremely low probability of occurrence.  At North Anna, the likelihood
of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48,000 per
year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

FR013–7 Facility Accidents

As discussed in response FR013–6, there is an increase in the risks associated
with some of the severe reactor accidents analyzed in this SPD EIS.  In the
case of severe accidents at any of the reactors, the consequences of an
accident would be high regardless of whether the reactors were using MOX
fuel or LEU fuel.  However, the probability of these accidents occurring is
very low so the increase in risk to the communities surrounding these plants
is not considered significant.

FR013–8 Nonproliferation

DOE does not believe that the hybrid approach creates vulnerability in
accounting for the surplus plutonium.  The proposed DOE surplus plutonium
disposition facilities are all at locations where plutonium would have the
levels of protection and control required by applicable DOE safeguards and
security directives.  Safeguards and security programs would be integrated
programs of physical protection, information security, nuclear material control
and accountability, and personnel assurance.  In addition, intersite
transportation of plutonium-bearing materials would be made in DOE’s SST/
SGT system.  SST/SGTs are components of an 18-wheel tractor-trailer vehicle
that are specially designed to protect against theft or diversion of nuclear
materials cargo.  The amount of plutonium that would be removed from each
pit at the pit conversion facility would be documented, and that documentation
carried forward throughout the disposition process, either immobilization or
MOX fuel fabrication.  None of the plutonium used in MOX fuel would be
recycled or reprocessed.  It would be used once in the reactor and then
treated as any other spent fuel destined for burial in a potential
geologic repository.
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FR013–9 Environmental Justice

Impacts of the proposed activities on minority and low-income populations
in the areas surrounding all candidate DOE sites and proposed reactor sites
were evaluated in this SPD EIS (see Appendix M and Section 4.28).  As
discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume I, none of the proposed activities is expected
to disproportionately impact these populations.

FR013–10 Facility Accidents

Section 4.28 was revised to include reactor-specific information, including
accident analyses.  The accident frequencies used are based on the rigorous
analyses that reactor licensees provided to NRC under oath of affirmation.
NRC has reviewed and accepted these licensee analyses as the basis for
continued operation of these plants.  DOE believes, on that basis, that this
information is acceptable for use in this SPD EIS to evaluate the potential
impacts of using MOX fuel in the reactors.  While it is understood that there
are differences from the use of MOX fuel versus LEU fuel, these differences
are not expected to result in substantial changes in the frequency of severe
accidents in MOX-fueled reactors.  Before any MOX fuel is used in the
United States, NRC would have to perform a comprehensive safety review
that would include information prepared by the reactor plant operators as
part of their license amendment applications pursuant to 10 CFR 50.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FR013–4.

FR013–11 Nonproliferation

No plutonium is being, or will be sold to any entity, foreign or domestic.  All
the surplus plutonium, including the amount that would be made into MOX
fuel, would have stringent accountability, safeguards and security
requirements.  The primary objective of the surplus plutonium disposition
program is to ensure that these materials are never again used in nuclear
weapons.  The market value of this material is not an issue.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FR013–8.

FR013–12 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the hybrid approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial
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reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize the commercial nuclear power
industry.  Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to safely and securely
disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The
Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make
the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for
weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

FR013–13 MOX RFP

DOE is working hard to ensure that lessons learned from past experiences are
being applied to all of its programs to ensure they are carried out safely and
in an environmentally sound manner.  West Valley reports to the Ohio Field
Office, but there are DOE personnel on-site at West Valley who are in direct
control of the activities there.  DOE has entered into successful privatization
arrangements, and has an initiative to use privatization in its contracting
efforts when doing so is of benefit to the U.S. Government and does not
compromise health, safety, the environment, or national security.
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